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INTRODUCTION

This r-esearch project began lafgely by chance and cir-
cumstance. About three years ago a group of students active in winning
acqéptance for a student academic affairs 'committee at our college,
asked me to help construct an end-of- course'evaluatidn instrument.

In the few hours allotted me by t};ose busy and involved students, an
instrument- was prepared. | Its subsequeht use failed to stir up the an-

ticipated anxieties; some faculty even welcomed it. As I shared the

“usual curiosity regarding faculty evaluation, Ibegén gathering infor-

mation about the field and tried various home-grown experimeats in
self-evaluation. A search through the literature, however, proved
disheartening. Despite the growing enthusiasm of students for faculty

evaluation, most investigators seemed to lack concern with integrating

. their findings into 2 comprehensive conceptual framework. Moreover,

sonie appeared to be unaware or unconcerned with growing student
demand that effective teaching and effective leafning no longer be
treated as sep'arate"issues. o . : | | ..

In developing a 'res'earch prospective, .as described iﬁ this
thesis, one basié question kept recurring: did course evaluations begin
at the right juncture in the'student—teacher'relationship? Clearly, aﬁy

realistic assessment of higher education, including evaluations research,




" terms:

. .demanded the inclusion of both teacher and student domains.

In the broader sense this thesis developed at a time when
critical perspectives regarding the student-teacher relationship are
emerging. If this relationship served as a basic education unit,

recent works maintained that higher education must reacquaint itself .

'wi_th its importanice. The work of Joseph Katz was most influential;

he challenged investigators in undergraduate education to rethink their
traditional models by accepting the ideal of the fullest possible develop-

ment of the individual student. Katz and his associates at Stanford

" University went beyond Sanford's earlier notion that curriculum must
be a function of individual personality development, 'by concluding that

this development must be reflected in all aspects of college experience. .

On a more polemical note, Harold Taylor voiced concern in sweeping

2

Learning and teaching . . . have to do with the

totality of human conduct, in which the conduct of affairs
of the mind is by turns, political, social, public, private,
intellectual, emotional, external, ianternal, and, in the
last analysis, personal. Otherwise conduct has not
meaning, the human act is stripped of mot1vat1on, empty
of content, lacking in truth .

In reviewing recent works in higher education, Austin declared that

although not all would completely support Taylor, educators and

' 1Joselph Katz, et al., No Time For Youth (San Francisco:

‘Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1968) p. 160

2Harold Tay]or, Students Wlthout Teachicrs: The Crisis in

the University (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1969), p. 321.
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researchers agreed that “'a relevant curriculum must give atteation
S : =3

both to the growth of the person and the building of a better society,

neither of which can be-sought in isolation from the other. n3

Accepting this charge,‘ Chickering advariced seven basic
.'. ne developmental tasks associated with coilege experience. 4 They .were:
achieving competence, managing emotions, "becominglautonomons
establishing 1dent1ty, freeing 1nterpersona1 relations, CIarifying purposes,.
and developing 1ntegr1ty Althouch Chickerinc offered sucgestions to
implement these developmental obJectiv‘esl, notably by increasing the
meaningful interaction of instructor and stucient, similar expressions
characterizing the classroom as a community were proposed by Schwab.
'He envisioned‘ the ‘cla'ss‘room relationship essentially as a collaborative
one, one that will be proposed by this thesis. Schwab stated that if
the classroom presented an obvious "visibility of roles, there must
also b‘e "an exchange of roles where exchange is proper--so that studeats
discover what it is vli'ke to be a professor and professors rediscover
what it is like to be a student. It is a human society--not a society'of
dis‘embodied- minds; when professoi's confnont students in the seminar

room, they do 'so as persons who can be annoyed, or irritated by students, : <

} . | 3c. Grey Austin, "The Year's Books," Journal of Higher
' Education, 40 (November, 1969) 589- 592,

L 4Arthur w. _Chickering Education and Identity (San Franc1sco,
Jossey-Bass,'Inc.,' 1969), pp. 9-19. :

5Joseph J. Schwab, College Curriculum and Stuclent Protest
(Chicag,o Univer ity of Chicago Press, 1969)

31




4
who can be impatient, tired, distracted, who are condg_rned for
| students as well as with them--and by this visible freedom, enable”
-students to be similarly; free. "_6 His emphasis \vés not on role pre-
scription, but onlrole sharing, As Chickering's and Schwab's conceptions
b ' a reflected changing pedagogical and organizational patterns in higher

education, it became imperative not only to learn more about the behavior

of student evaluations, but'student expectations of instructors as well,

If the concepts of expectations and evaluations received wide

circulation in the behavioral and social sciences, both seemed to lack

any clear-cut or consistent definitions. For the purposes of this.study,
however, working definitions may be borrowed from ordinary language.

Although expectations related to instruction will be discussed later, it

can be defined here as the degree of probable occurrence of something

believed to be desirable, Evaluations would be the surr{ming up or

- measuring of the relative worth of actual occurrences. . As used here,

evalua'tio'n‘s detérmined instructor effectiveness by employing i‘ating
instruments.

This study was drganize;l in the follo.w'ing'way: the first |
chapter réviewed' ho“} previous evaluations si_udies, contributeq to the

expectations-evaluations framework developed here. The second chapter

explorcd the nature of instructional expectations, Chapter three outlined .

v

6Joseph J. Schwab, College Curriculum and Student Protest -
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969), p. 230.

b
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research procedures and offered several hypotheses. The fourth chap-

ter presented the findings. And chapter five discussed conclusions and

implications of the study.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM OF RELATING EXPECTATIONS TO EVALUATIONS

The controversy oirgr student .e‘valuations‘; of their instructors
does not suffer from the lack of empiriéal evidencé. A recent review
of tt_le literature, with ifs biblibgraphy -of élmost 300 recent research
items has indicated that s';udent evaluat’ions could become more accept-
able as imp.ortant aspects of college edﬁcation. 1 Yet the state of current
researph does not mask the éontinued debate rega{rding'sftuc.lvént evaluators.
In a recent panel discussion of educators a panelist asked: "The question,
ladies and gentlemen, is not why evaluation, not whether evaluation, |
bﬁt_tlg_\_\_r evaluation is to be accomplished?"2 This only draws attention

to the basic questions addressed by previous student evaluations re-

search, 3 The question could contribute, nonetheless, to a clearer

1Kenneth E, Eble, The Recognition and Evaluation of
Teaching, Report of the Project to Improve College Teaching, Salt
Lake City, Utah, November, 1970 (Salt Lake City, Utah: PrOJeCt
to Improve College Teachmg, 1970), pp. 101-111, .

. 2Wal'cer' Schoen, "Faculty,Evaluatlon, Pro and Con: The
“Hypocrites," Report of the Twenty-Second Annual Conference, 1969
(Cazenova, New York: \Tew York State Association of Jumor Colleges, .
1969), p. 34. :

31bid., pp. 34-41.




understanding of the cvaluative process by raising a prior question;

naimely, what is being mcasured by students in these instructe~
ratings ? The argument of this paper is that the.ra}tings measure
what students expéct of the instructor. -Hence, this paper focuses on

college student role expectations of instructors.

The Student as Evaluator

In order to determine how this perspective developed, the
rationalt;. and finrlings of the e\‘raluations‘ field itself must be examined.
" The most prominent form of evaluations research focused on
.erid-bf- course §tlldent ratings. Characteristicarlly, these studies
b'ega‘m with the prémise that "as higher education is organized and
operated, students are pretty much the ohly ones who observe and
© are in a position to judge the teacher's effectiveness. nd A recent
* writer added that, 'at present the only regular observ;ars of the
teacher in action are his stud.ents."5 Generally, researchers -

correlated one intervening student variable such as sex or grades

4H H. Remmers, "On Students! Perceptlons of T=achers'
Effectlveness, The Appraisal of Teaching In Large Universities, ed.

w. J. McKeachle (Ann Arbor: Umver51ty of Michigan Press, 1959), 20.

Spaul H. Owen, ,"Some Dimensions of College Teachmg
An Exploratory Study Using Critical Incidents and Factor Analysis of
Student Ratings'' (unpubllshed Doctoral d1ssertat10n, Un1ver51ty of

Houston, 1967), p. 11.




with end-of-term instructor ratings. Presumably, this would uncover

whether students were unduly prejntdiced in their ratings. A leading

figure in the field since the 1920's, H. H. Remmers, who condubted

a number of rating studies at-Purdue University, summarized the

field's major research findings up to 1959. Those related directly

to college teaching wer'e:6

Grades of students are not in general closely related

to the ratings of the teacher.

There is evidence showing that there is 11tt1e, if

any, relationship existing between student ratings

of teachers and the judged difficulty of the course.

In a given institution there exists wide and important
departmental differences in effectiveness of teaching

as judged by student opinion.

The sex of the student rater bears 11tt1e or no
relationship to the ratings of teachers.

While the effect on student ratings of a generalized
attitude (the 'halo effect') toward-the teacher has

not been isolated, it apparently does not exist to

an extent sufficient to invalidate the ratings of separate '
aspects of teaching methods and of the course. Evi-
dence indicates that students discriminate reliably
for different aspects of teacher's personality and of
the course and between different instructors and
courses. '

Teachers with less than five years experience tend
to be rated lower than teachers with more than '
eight years experience.

Mature alumni of ten years' standmg acrree substan-
tially with Qn-campus students 1n thelr evaluation
of teachers. :

The year in school of the rater has no effect on

the ratings given except that ratings by graduate
students tend to be higher than those by undergraduates.

4. H. Remmners, "On Students! Perceptions of Teachers'

Effectiveness,'" The Appraisal of Teaching In Large Universities,

ed. W. J.

1959), 21-22.

McKeachie (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
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He cited two other findings not yet fully studied in the college setting,
that "a considerable number of those who have used student rating

believe this procedure is useful for facilitating the educational

process, and, knowledge of student opinions and attitudes leads

e gad

b - . to improvement of the teacher's personality and educational pro-
cedures."" In conclusion, he noted: "No research has been pub-
lished invalidating the use of student opinion as one criterion of teacher

effectiveness."® In fact, in proposing a rating instrument for general

)

use; McKeachie restated most of the earlier findings and reemphasized
the reliability of student opinion in evaluation. 9

Updating these c;onclusions, investigations in the last ten
yqars;.~'generally followed the single-variable and end-of-course
rating pattern. Widespread evidence reconfirmed that neither

"age, school-year level, grade-point average, sex or course grades

. 7H. H. Remimers, "On Students' Perceptions of Teachers'
: Effectiveness," The Appraisal of Teaching In Large Universities, ed.
- W. J. McKeachie (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1959), 21.

.

8Ib1d. s P. 22,

, 9W J. McKeachie, "Student Ratings of Faculty," AAUP
Bulletin, 55 (December, 1969), 439-444,

22 Y
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adversely affected ratings. One study at the California State

Cbllege at Long Beach pointed out that even when students were
actually cued to previous ratings of an instructor, they did not

11 As anticipated, a

passively record their predecessors view.
ngrﬁber of s;udi_es still f‘ocuéq.d on the ir'lfluence expacted&rades had
on ratings. A study done at the University of California at Berkeley
supporteci the proposition tha.t the rating scores will ‘not be strongly
biased by the leniency of £he instructor in assigning grades.

While another; at the University of Washington extended these
conclusions: '"High Ija.t‘ings cannot be 'bbught' by giving -high 'g‘rades,
nor are they lost by giving low grades. Both when judging their
instructor's over-all value as a teacher and when rating his skill

in specific respects, such as clarity of presentation and dev'elopment

of interest the students rarely, if ever, were influenced by the grades

loNic:holas F. Rayder, ""College Student Ratings of
Instructors, ' Journal of Experimental Education, 37 (Winter, 1968),
76-81, and William E. Coffman, "Determining Students' Concepts
of Effective Teaching from Their Ratings of Instructors,' Journal
of Educational Psycholozy, 45 (May, 1954), 277-286. . .

Hsames N. McClelland, "The Effect of Student Evaluations
of College Instruction Upon Subsequent Evaluations, ** California
Journal of Educational Research, 31 (March, 1970), 88-95.

12C.' M. Garevick and H. D, Cartér, "Instructors Ratings
and Expected Gradcs, " California Journal of Educational Research,
13 { November, 1962), 218-221. o




which they had received from that teacher."13 Seeking to determine

the reliability of student ratings when diffe_rént inétructions were
used‘on the same class, a study done at Bréoklyn College reported
"that students' ratings of teachers . . . are not greatly influenced
by ﬁhe differentl administrations of the .que.stionnaires. nld Moreover,
no s".ignificant pat‘tern relatin;g- authoritar:ianism i.n students with
eifher high or low ratings was found at a "la'rge southern woman's

college."15

An earlier study demonstrated that a panel of instructors
plus administrators along with a random sample of students did not
differ significantly in their assessment of the effectiveness of actual

classroom situations. 1.6

A recent study at Clemson University re-
confirmed reports that "personal qualities of the teacher, sex of

the student, grades in the class, and overall GPR _/_-_- grade-point rating:/

13Virginia W. Voeks and G, M. French, "Are Student-Ratings
of Teachers Affected by Grades ?'' Journal of ngher Education, 31 (June,
1960), 330-334.

14pManuel Cynamon and Shirley U, Wedeen, '"Emotional
Factors in Reliability of Student Ratings of Teachers," Journal of
Educational Research, 51 (April, 1958), 629-632, 4

15Ann C. Maney, "Authorltarlamsm Dimension in Student
Evaluations of Faculty," Journal of Educational Soc1ology, 32 (January, '
1959), 226-231.

16

Ruth E, Eckert, "Ways of Evaluating Teachmg, " School

and Society, 71 (February 4, 1950), 65-69,
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did no't inﬂuénce student assessment of teacher performance."
If this evidence established that 'fcollgge students api)ear
to have greater objectivity and less superficial value systems than we
have realized,"ls. another conclusion should be that the more re-
searchers tried to uncover intervening variables irifluencing--that is,
prejudicing--student choices, the more the findings discounted them.'
Few empirical é‘tudies, fnoreover, offered any substantial evidence

disputing the concept of student end-of-term evaluations.

Developing Traits of the Ideal Professor

With the cumulative results of ratings studies giving
impressive testimony to the judiciousness of students as evaluators, '

the second notable trend of evaluations research identified the image

~ of the ideal professor. Concerned with eliciting general or overall

characteristics of an ideal professor, these studies utilized both closed
and open-ended instrument techniques. More recently, some studies
examined whether differences associated with a éfudent's major field,

grade-point average, sex, year in school, as in the ratings studies,

1"Bernard Caffrey, "Lack of Bias in Student Evaluations
of Teachers, ' Proceedings of the 77th Annual Convention of the
American Psychological Association, Vol. IV, Pt. II, 1969 (Washington,

D. C.: American Psychological Association, 1969), pp. 641-642.

18virginia W. Voeks and G. M. French, "Are Student-Ratings
of Teachers Affected by Grades?'" Journal of Higher Education, 31
(June, 1960), 330-334. '




influenced perceptions of the ideal professor, De:spite'certain

differences a general pattern of the ideal professor efneréed.
The earliest, and still most systemétic attempt was a study

of an entire college undertaken by Riley and his as sociates at Brooklyn

College in 1950, 19 Deriving a list of some twenty items from a pre-

viously administered open-ended questionnaire, students were asked
to rank them in order of importance as teaching attributes. The ten
items most often selected were the followin'g:20

Knowledge of the subjectis cesesee s 88%
Attitude toward the subjecteseseess«78%
Organization of subject matter......75%
Attitude toward studentS.eeeeeeseees72%
Personality of instructor...eeeeeee.72%
Speaking abilityseeeceseesesccsescesdd2%
Ability to explaiNisecsessscosessees (1%

- Tolerance {o disagreement «veeeeees 71%
Fairness in examinationS..eeeess++.60%
Encouragement to thinking. «seeee«..55%

— .
O(DQQ.O)U\#WNH

A similar breakdown resulted from other studies employing
open-ended techniques. Asking students to write a theme relating

"the most effective professor they knew," Crawford and Bradshaw>.

1930hn W. Riley, Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, and Marcia Lifshitz,
The Student Looks at His Teacher (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers

University Press, 1950). The sample numbered more than 6, 000 students. '
201pid., p. 82.

21p, L. Crawford and H, L. Bradshaw, "Perception of
Characteristics of Effective University Teachers: 'A Scaling Analysis, "
Educational and Psychological Measurement,” 28 (Winter, 1968), 1079-1085.,




of Ohio University reported a list of behaviors unﬁsually similar to

22

Riley's rank order:

1. Has a thorough knowledce of subJect matter plus sub-
stantial knowledge in other fields,
2. Lectures are well planned and organized.
3. Is enthusiastic, energetic and has a lively mterest
in teaching.
4. Is student-oriented; willing to help students out-
side of class.
5. Encourages student partlclpatlon in class by
‘questions and discussion. :
Relates class material to other fields.
Speaks clearly and distinctly. '
. Lacks defensive attitudes and pregudmes.
Defines clearly the basis for evaluatlon of
students' performances. :
10. Uses a variety of teaching devices, demonstrations,
charts.

In a study at Western Washington State College, Gadzella, likewise,
‘examined the most and least prominent charact;eristics of college
instructors. The five most imporj;ant on(;s \;re:re: ""knowledge of
subject, intérest .in subject, flexibility, organization of daily and
course preparations, and presentatioa of coufse materials." And
the five least noted were: ."publisher-\.vlriter,' cominunity participétor,
researcher, appearance and punctu.ality."'23 Quick and Wolf e con-
sidéred the qualities students at the University of .Or-egon attribued

to the ideal college professor. The rasults againconfirmed the ,

'22p_ L. Crawford and H. L. Bradshaw, "Perception of
Characteristics of Effective University Teachers: A Scaling
Analysis, " Educational and Psycholon‘lcal Measurement 28 (Wmter,

' 1968)) 1003

. 238ernadettc M. Gadzella, "Collecfe Students' Views and Ratings
-of an ldeal Professor, "College and Umvcrsﬂy, 44 (Fall, 1968), 89-96

' : d‘f")
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ideal as one who "(a) stimulates students to th;.nk iﬂdependently rather -
than to memorize, (b) presents ivell'organized coursework and subject
ma.tter, (c) is genuinely enthusiastic about hh'is sﬁbject, (d) explains
material clearly, and (e) accepts and values student differences in
opinion." In contrast, the three least important statements concerning
the ideal profess.or descr‘ibed. him' as one .who '"(a) is scholarly as well
as an active res‘,earcher, (o) has an adeQuateispeak‘ing voice, and, (c)

likes and is interested in college age youth as individuals. w24

These
findings were supported by work done by Yamamoto and Dizney at

Kent State University, noting additionally, no sex differences in the

items selected by the students.

In spite of the students' relative lack of concern with research
and writing in the ideal teacher images, two sociologisfs recently .
tried to determine whether student ratings could be, nonetheless,

correlated with actual instructor publications.vze- They developed a -

844100 . Quick and Arnold D. Wolfe, "The Ideal Professor," -
Improving College and University Teaching, 13 (Summer, 1965), 133-134.

25Kaoru Yamamoto and H. F. Dizney, " Eight Professors:
A Study on College Students' Preferences Among Their Teachers,"
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Journal of Educational Psychology, 57 (June, 1966), 146-150.

26yilliam M. Stallings and Sushila Singhal, "Some Observations
on the Relationships Between Research Productivity and Student '
Evaluations of Courses and Teachiag," The American Sociologist, 5
(May, 1970), 141-143, - - -
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"Research Productivity Index" tabulating faculty publications at two

midwestern state universities aﬁd correlated it with student ratings.
'1“heir findings were inconclusive: "The bulk of the data lend some
support to thé position that 'publication is nbt associated with poor
teaching.' Conversely, these same data do not offer convincing |
--proof that publication is related to good teaching. n27 ‘In other words,
publishiﬁg per se was not a fﬁpctién of g.Qod or bad teaching, as rafed
by étudents, at least.

A study conducted at the Univ;rsity of Toledo i)ro@osed specific .
items to be used in the development of w.ralid' rating.s schedules.
Employing a cross-secction sample of studeats, faculty, and alumhi,
it "centered on identifying effective teachAi'ng behax;iqrs and determining
their relative importance. n29. An-o;;en- ended technique identified
"effective teacher behaviors, " and gathered responses from 812

students, 166 faculty, and 665 alumni. A panel categori'zed the res-

ponses into sixty criterion items which were rated on-a five-point

2TWilliam M. Stallings and Sushila Singhal, "Some Observations
on the Relationships Between Research Productivity and Student Evalua-
tions of Courses and Teaching," The American Socioclogist, 5 (May, 1970),
142, ' '

[ 4

28Richard R. Perry, "Criteria of Effective Teaching Behavior
in an Institution of Higher Education," Procecdings of the Seventh
Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional Research (n. p.: The
Association for Institutional Research, 1967), pp.49-59.

291bid., p. 5.
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scale by another cross-section sample. Signi'fican'tly. despite the
spread of sixty items, compared usually with twenty, the first and
last ten items virtually parallelled those of .other ideal professor

studies involving student samples only. The most important items

b . identified were:30
1. Being well prepared for class
2. Establishing student mtcrest in the subject being
taught
3. Demonstrating comprehenswe knowledae of his
subject :
4. Using teaching methods which enable students to
achieve objectives of the course
5. Constructing tests which search for understanding on
"~ the part of the students rather than rote memory ability
6. Being fair and reasonable to students m evaluation
procedures
7. Communicating effectively at levels appropnate to
' the preparedness of students
; N 8. Encouraging intelligent independent thought by
students
g . 9. Organizing the course in logical fashion
; 10. Motivating students to do their best

: The least important items of the sixty were:

i ' 51. Beginning and ending classes on time
_ _ 52. Being neatly dressed
i‘ - 53, Being knowledgeable about the community in which
he lives )
54. Having irritating personal mannerisms
55. Involving himself in appropriate university
committees ‘ .o
56. Holding membership in scholarly organizations
57. Being consistently involved in research projects

-

30Richard R. Perry, "Criteria of Effective Teaching
Behavior in an Institution of Higher Education, "' Proceedings of the
Seventh Annual Forum of the Association for Institution2l Rescarch
(n. p.: The Association for Institutional Research, 1967), pp. 57-58.
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58. Devoting time to student activities on campus

59. Making appearances which assist programs of
community organizations _

60. Publishing material related to his subject field

Alt.houah the Toledo study aimed specificaliy at veilidat'ing. items for
evaluation instruments, othez studies att=mpted to 1dent1fy those’
ideal professor items associated with d1ffer1ng discipline areas.
Riley's study also probed those characteristics associated
with instructors in different subject areas. The five r_nos£ freﬁuently

chosen attributes for instructors in the arts, sciences and.social

- 31
sciences he found were:

Arts

mvleclge of subject.......
~Encourages thought
Enthusiasticsveeea

Ability to explain clearly.
Systematic organization

(of subject matter)..

Sciences

Ability to explain....

Organization

Knowledge.. cieessarnesess 10%
Encourages thought evesss 17%
EnthusiaSm cecsesscesesscescesalBbP

Social Sciences

Encourages thought............. 70%
Organization......veevsesense.. 48% °
Tolerance to d1sagreement .. 45%
Knowledge . cevieeed 42% .
Explanation ..... vreceaaness38%

31John W. Riley, Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, and Marua Lifshitz,
The Student Looks at His Teacher (New Brunswick, New Jerc;ey
-Rutgers University Press, 1950), p. 75.
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Even tl:;ough Riley believed the differences iclentifi;d with each
subject ar;aa to be significant, he was as 'muchtimpr.essed by

"the relatively high degree of similarity in the judgments of different
seéments of the student body regarding idez;tl instructional traits.
Noﬁ“é of the variables studied reveal striking differences in the traits
commonly judged most important. Although intere’stiﬁg differences
arise, the proportion of s‘tude'n‘ts of diffe'?ent types sélecting certain
ideal traits, there is an over-all homog‘eneity in popular demand for
certain attributes, depending upon the type of course given, but not

upon student characteristics insofar as they are measured here."

Focusing on the grade differences among studenis, Turner's study

of honors, average, and randomly selected students at Indiana

University also found no remarkable difference in their choices of the
ideal professor.
Recently Lewis' survey of upper division students at a "large

Northeastern university, " determined the images- students attributed

- to "three academic occupations (professors of science, social science,

The Student Looks at His Teacher (New Brunswick, New Jersey:

32John W. Riley, Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, and Marcia Lifshitz,

" Rutgers University Press, 1950), p. 77.

PSS

. &

33Richard L. Turner, et al., "How Do Student Characteristics
Affect Their Evaluations of Instrucuon," Indiana University School of
Education Bulletln, 45 (Julv 1969), 48-91. .




and humanities) . . . utilizing tweh‘cy sets of polar adjectives. n34

Supporting Riley, he reported that armong student‘s with dissimilar
socialor academic backgrounds, "no consistérit differences were
found [among then_{j “‘rhen they were dividéd by sex, social class,
year in c.ol,lege, grade average and extent of extracurricular
.participation L I;{ewis“.‘notéd, however, '.'marked differences
amor;g those in differeat majors. n36 Althougﬁ the results were not
uniform, a definite pattern ot; inversion emerged. For'example,
students majoring in science and humanities perceived their depart-
mental inst’fuctors as being high in congeniality, while each group
inverted.this image for.the other department's inst.ructors_. 3? What..
seemed signifi.cant was not that there were differences, such as Riley
and.Lewis found by subject area, but that the differences tended to be
related t.o instructor behaviors, raj:her than‘ student characteristics.
Furthermore, these sixbjecf area differ.encég. could be under-
“stood in relation to accepted concepts of role orienta{ions. For .

within each subject area reportad by Riley aad Lewis, the ideal

_ 4Liorllel S. Lewis, "Students Irhages of Professors,"
Educational Forum, 32 (Japuary, 1963), 1886.

351pid., p. 188.

361hid.

37bid., p. 189.
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professor traits crossed the full specirum of role orientations. Thus,
despite a certain role dominance, such as instrumnental-task ones
in thé sciences, compared with expressive-integrative ones in the

arts, no subject area was identified with one orientation at the exclusion

Eropar—.

of the other.

Although investigations of the ideal professor served a

number of purpc}se.s, these'studi‘es, along ‘with the ratings ones, were
criticized for losing sight of the dynamics of the actual teaching-learning
proces:s. Investigators responded by noti,ﬁg their findings produced

high degre.es of correlation, or perhaps significant factor-loadings

for many of the scale items used. Yet critics more.often challenged
these reéults on idiosy;m;ratic, not methodological grounds;, In dis-

avowing a questionnaire for rating teaching, a dean at Yale University
charged:

As yet we do not know with any degree of positiveness, -
what combinations of qualities make the successful
teacher. There are doubtless various combinations.
Of my own best teachers in school aad in college one
man was rather irritzble; one was timid and shy; he
limped and walked with a stick; and another was sar-
castic with an amusing streak of humor in his sarcasm;
another disguised his seriousaess with a whimsical
manner; another was most intoleraat of differing opinions.
But we students felt they were all mea., They were all . »
competent. Two were great scholars. They were per- ™
" fectly devoted to their professioa. " '

) 38John W. Riley, Jr., Bryce F..Ryan, and Marcia
Lifshitz, The Student Looks at His Teacher (New Brunswick, New
Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1950), p. 6. '
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Similarly, Gohecen reflecting upon the elusive nature of teaching,

stated that good teaching can never be studied cbjectively and

scientifically becauses of its complexity and personal nature,

Despite the fact that this type of idiosyncratic criticism was

usually dismissed by investigators, these claims were bolsterad by
researchers supporting student evaluations. Foll,owiné‘ their survey
of the ratings aa'dl ideal pr.ofeséor _studies: Cohen and Erawer con-

cluded "that the relationship of teacher Behavior to studént learaing
is not known and d‘eSpite decad;s of fesearch, we have. not .yet begun
to understand those influenées. n40 Again, Cohen indicated "that the

whole area of teacher evaluation is beclouded with ambiguity and

. . 41 °
bereft of determinant criteria. According to Shoben, the crux

of this problera remained "the remarkable lack not only of any

comprehensive theory of teaching, but also of any definitional coa-

cepfion of it that gives unity and meaning . « . "to student evaluations

of teaching. He added that in spite of greater sophistic,ation. in

39Robert F. Goheen, "The Teacher in the University,"
American Scientist, 54 (February, 1966), 221.

40 rthur M. Cohen and Florence B. Brawer, Measuriang
Faculty Performance (Monograph Series; Washington, D. C.: - °*

American Association of Junior Colleou, 1969), p.. 36.

41 Arthur M. Cohen a"ld Edzar A. Qulmbj, ‘"Trends in
the Study of Junior Colleges: 1970 "Jumor College Research Review,

5 (September, 1970), n. p.
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statistical techniques and principles of measurement, 'there has been

little investment of conceptual thought in tae teaching brocess itselr, 42

Reformulating the Evaluations Framework

Reexamining the concerns of the early formulators of
ratings research helped clarify this situation, however. In large
measure the earlier rationale for student evaluations was closely
associated with student .expectz;ttions. ' This meant that ins@ructoré

would learn the e;cpectations of their students from the Speéific

teacher behaviors identified by the end-of-term ratings studies.

‘Once learned, this would contribute to faculty effectiveness. Riley ’

proposed such an evaluations framework iaitiated by student ex-

pectations. 43 With few illusions about the aims and limitations of

. evaluations, 'Riley asserted:

It is not our intention i{o make any claim in support
of the ability of any student body to make an objective
and valid analysis of a faculty. That, it must be
re-emphasized, is not the point at issue. The real

4?Edwa1~d J. Shoben, Jr., "Gimmicks and Concepts inv
the Assessment of Teaching, " Improving College Teaching, ed:
Calvin B. T. Lee (Washington, D. C.: American Councﬂ on

Education, 1967), 292. C . Ce T e

43 5ohn w. Riley, Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, and Marcia
Lifshitz, The Student Looks at Hls Teacher (New Brunswick, New
Jersey: Rutgers University Press 1930) :

4414, p. 32
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point, rather, lies in the assumption th:at student
judgments and evaluations, however immature,

biased or prejudiced they may bs, conti'ibl_lte to

the complex of realities in any teaching situation,

The professor is dealing with human beings and

even in the classroom, where he exercizes a high
degree of control and authority he cannot separate
these 'beings' from their prejudices and gratifications.

Even though later research established the reliability of students’

rating judgment, little concera was expressed for broadening the

end-of-course research framework. Riley tried to counter the pre-

vailing trend by proposing a redefinition of the student-instructor

45
relationship:

Effective teaching can rely on ao standardized system
of techniques and scholarship; it must take into account
the peculiar nature of the student: What the student
-hears is more'important thaa what the professor ‘says;
what the student sces is more important than what the
professor does. The student's definition of the professor -
is as tangible—é part of the instructionzal situation as are
the skills and knowledge of the professor. Whatever
the goal of instruction, a sound working relationship
between student and professor is necessary for the
fulfillment of that goal.

. While Riley contended that instructors would actually learn student
expectations by studying the traits of the ideal professor, he emphasized
the interaction of student and teacher, with student expectation inputs

playing a continuing role in the dynamics of the classroom. Supporting

4550hn W. Riley, Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, and Marcia L1fsh1t4,
The Student Looks at His Teacher (\’ew Brunsmck New Jersey:

Rutgers Umversuy Press, 1950), p. 33.




this, Riley advanced that:*5

An integral complement to the rating scale itself has
been the student's expression of the instructional
ideals. Without such a yardstick the full significance
of the rating on any attrioute is lost, for we would
not know whether or not the attribute itself held high
. value for the student. This point takes on added
v meaning to the individual instructor who studies his
' own evaluation when we recall that some attributes
are undoubtedly 'competitive' with others. Thus if
organization is wittingly sacrified for the sake of
stimulating insights generated in tne classroom,
the professor may find it useful to know fhe sig-
nificance attached to each of these partially competing
attributes. (Italics mine.)

Finally, Riley recognized the explicit consensual felationship between

expectations and'evaluation:“

If the student is to be given some systématic opportunity
. to evaluate his professor, he must at the same time be
allowed to express his ideal expectations of the professional
function. For one without the other becomes only a half
statement and may be quite meaningless. There is, for
example, one conclusion to be drawn from a student who
is critical of a professor who has failed to give what
the student most wanted, i. e., stimulation to individual
thinking; but quite a different conclusion is demanded if
the student expressed little regard for this pedagcgical
result but rather pinned his hopes on 'learning the subject
_matter.' (Italics mine.)

Riley's contributions provided an answer to the initial question posed

L)

46John W. Riley,. Jr., Bryce F. Ryan, “and Marcia Lifshitz,
The Student Looks at His Teacher (New Brunswick, New Jersey:.
Rutgers University Press, 1950), p. 57. :

Ybia,, p. 6l
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in this chapter: what did evaluations measure? Certainly they
measured student role expectations of instructors. It was

therefore timely to develop an-evaluations perspective that went

'beyond end-of-course instructor ratings. A more inclusive and

explicit evaluative framework for college instruction proved

nedéssary, a framework that included student expectations.

-
e




CHAPTER II

A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDENT ROLE EXPECTATIONS

OF INSTRUCTORS

Despite »Riley's.proposals, fe\v.evaluatioﬁs researchers ex-
amined the problem of how students entering‘a particular 'cou_.rse orient
them:;‘,elves to the instructor. Moreover, few studies investigated
student définitions of their role-oriented taéks, especially in association

with the classroom, curriculum and faculty; in a word, an "evaluations

ambience. "l Yet no investigator challenged the assertion, that 'the

studénts' orientation, their expectations and role definitions are likely
to provide considerable insight into how the students \;rill adapt to

the demands made upon them."

| Eve.n with the increased investigations relafed to student

expectations of the overall college environment, the absence of

w. J. McKeachie, "Research on Teaching at the College and
University Level," Handbook of Research on Teaching, ed. N. L. Gage
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1963), 1118-1172, Cf. D. Bob
Gowin and Donald E. Payne, "Evaluating Instruction: Cross Perceptions
of College Students and Teachers," School Review, 70 (Spring, 1962),
217-219, : :

2F. M. Katz and Cecily N. Katz, "Great Expectations, "
Universities Quarterly, 23 (Autumn, 1969), 420.




research concerned with student expectations of. in.struction persists.
Rescarchers seemed to take for granted that studen‘ts"l fotal e:-:pectationé

' 6f courses and instructors contributed to the successes and failures in
their college experience, without appérent ‘evidenc':‘e. 3 Although such
college environment studies suggested "that people wo‘rk more effectively
in situations that conform to their preferences, “4~tt-1ere still remained

inadequate evidence explaining expectations held for specific courses

and instruction. College environment studies indicated, nevertheless,

that if a ‘student's expectations"were realistic, the process of adaption
_to the college environment became relatively smooth, ‘and was likely

- to be'.reflected in successful fulfillment. ° This point served ad;lition-
ally’as a reason to exa_m_i.ne'expectations related to courses and
i‘nstructors. Since this study'assumed, however, that the student
dimension related to classroom expectations was a broad one, it con-
.' cerned 'itself only with student role expecta;ions of college Feacher.s in

relation to student evaluations, in a particular course of study.

, 3F. M. Katz and Cecily N. Katz, "Great Expectations,"

- Universities Quarterly, 23 (Autumn, 1969), 420. See also Lawrence A.
Pervin, "Reality and Non-reality in Student Expectations of College, "
Journal of Psychology, 64 (September, 1966), 41-48.

bid., p. 420.

: 5Kenneth A. Fel'dman' and Theodore M. Newcomb, The Impact
of College on Students (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1969),1, 81- 82

Scc K. A. Feldman, "Studying the Impact of Colleges on Students, "
Sociology of Education, 42 (Summer, 1969), 207-2317.




To be sure, the present study could only be a first approx-

imation of student expectations of specific courses and instructors.

Accordingly, it examined the relationship between student expectations in
_ 8y o )

‘certain classes at the start of a semester comparéd with their subse-

quenf ratings toward the end of that same semester. This procedure

_contrasted with the typical research design of student evaluations. 6

Invariably these’'investigations sought student responses on instruments

designed to rate the instructor upon--or near--the completion of a course.

‘From the collected data, researchers drew their conclusions concerning

thé influence of intervening variables on their evaluations. Operationally,
this meant that a student's. initial expectations were to be inferred from
an end-of-term rating. From the point of view developed in this paper,
end-of- course ratings should be éxaminéd a;s an integral part of an

evaluative process that includes measuring initial student expectations.

The Classroom as a Consensual Experience

Newcomb's formulation of "consensual expectations'' was most

useful in making this evaluative process more inclusive. 7 Although

L)

6H. H. Remmers, "On Students' Perceptions of Teachérs'
Effectiveness," The Appraisal cf Teaching In Large Universities, ed.

‘W. J. McKeachie (Ann Arbor: University ot Michigan Press; 1959),

7Theo.dore‘M. Newcomb, “Student Peer-Group Influence,™

The American College, ed. Nevitt Sanford (New York: John Wiley
and Sons, 1962), 469-488. .
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Newcomb concerncd himself with shared peer group influences in re-

1atioin to learniﬁg outside cf the classroom, his formulation served as

a bridge connecting student expectations and teacher objectives. Borrow-
-ing this model of shared relationship for the teaching-learning framework
proved to be a working model for classfoom research. (If developed

"as a reéearch model, it might become an integral factor in the proc‘es.s
of student-co'lle.g:e adapta;:ion a‘nd outcomes. ) In coﬁparison \;vith this
open-ended framework, Rudolph expressed deep c'o‘nce‘rn for the tra-
ditional exclusion of students frorn the teaching-learning proceés both

in préctice and research: "And what is most distressing of all is how
~often in;oﬁr history students have had to tell us of their prgsence—-of
their" néeds as young human beings discovering the limits of their
individual destinies. n8 It seemed appropriate, therefore, to develop

‘an evaluations research model focusing primarily on st\;dent inputs.
Unlike research models éha.racteri-zing student inputs as achievement

or performance levels, intelligence quotient‘s,‘ or soéio—econofnic status,
the consensual expectations idea suggested that .initial expect.ations

addeci to a more inclusive understanding of,the student's domain, es-
pecially in relation to f.:heir évaluations of éolleg'e courses.

.

One problem faced by employing the consensual expectations

o 8prederick Rudolph, "Neglect of Sttll'r.len'ts as a Historical
Tradition," The College and.the Students, eds.. L, E. Dennis and J. F.

Kauffman (Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education, 1966),
58. ) :
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approach as an evaluations model was the limited empirical findings
on shared student-instructor interaction in the.cl.assroom. Surely no
researcher--or practitioner—-overily cenied the centrality of this
relationship, actual studies of siudant expectations of college had
usually considered non-instructional characteristics, such as dormi-
tory regulatic;ns or social énd_ extracurricular activities, treating the
' acéd'emic variablgs in rﬁo’re painoi‘amic t'erm_s. Even the widely used
'College Characterist.ics Index aeveloped .by Stern and Pace contained

faculty-related items of so general a nature as to be of little value

‘in discussing specific behaviors related to instruction. The Index

. used such items as: "Some of the professors treaj qﬁestions in class

as if the students were criticizing them personally, ' or "Many faculty
members seem moody and har;d to figure out. "9 These items certainly
related to the perception of an overall eavironment, b}lt added little
understanding of specific student expectations of instrﬁctors. Used to
demonstrate increasiné student disaffection and éliensition from college, 1
| these studies did not measure whether failu.re to meet student in.struc- '
tional expectations was connected to instrgctors and courses as such,

and not with generalized institutional dynamics. Instead, consensual

.« ®

9George C. Stern, Peovnle in Context: Measurmcr Person--Environ-
ment Congruence in Education and Industry (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1970), p. 343. . . | )

1AOGeorge C. Stern,: "Myth and Réality in the American College, '
~AAUP Bulletin, 52 (December, 1966), 408-414. :
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expectations suggested that student ins.tructional evaluations could be-
mere appropriately understood when treated as a function of their
expectations.

Correspondingly, the research aim of consensual expectations
suggested expanding current notions of student evaluations of instruc-
tors. 1 Here it followed recent models associated with innovations
in undergraduate education, specifically those moaels emphasizing
teacher-learaer interaction. 1? Usually organiiational theory, most

often the process or systems models, supplied the conceptual frame-

' . . . .13 .
work for various innovative strategies. By contrast, previous
-evaluations studies presumed the equilibrium model of classrocom

' organiiation. This unidimensional approach operated with the least

possible disturbance: the instructor taught and the students learned.

. Consequently, end-of-course ratings-were not conceived as reciprocal

or mutually derived task fu]flllments but measured teachzr behavior

11 Joseph Axelrod, Model Buildine for Undergraduate Colleges,
U. S. Office of Education Contract No., OEC 6-10-106 (Washington, D C.:

- Educational Resources Informatlon Center, 1969), _Pp. 1-32.

12Douglas H. Heath, Growmg Up in College Liberal
Education and Maturity (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass; Inc., 1968),

pp. 20-48.

13Joseph Axelrocl Model Building for Undercrraduate Colleges,
U. S. Ofﬁce of Education Contract No. OEC 6-1J3-106 (\Vashmgton

D. C.: Educational Resource Information Center, 1969) pp. 1-32 and

passim.
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exclusiv_gly. - The process modél or complex,—adaptiv.‘e system, thriving
on "c‘listurban.ces and variety' in the environment, offered an evol‘ving
framéwork with potential for high order student and teacher inter-
change.14 If the process model contributed this cohcept of interchange
to co.nsensu.al expectations, the systems.model proposed the concept of
feédback. Essentially this meant that student and teacher mon'it<l)r and
reasséss each other's expectations and ol')ject‘ives r'egul'arly. "I“akcr}
together, the process and‘ systems models permitted student involve-
ment in the articulatibn of instructional objectives,' in addition to .
producing'instr:uctor awareness of student di.;;positions, with some
provision for feedback. Tyg)ical end- of-—te}rm ratings instruments might
.be included, too. But not without student and teacher becoming mutually
responsible for the fulfillment and .ass eSsﬁe;z't of each other'; stated
and mediated expectations and objectives. In. these térms, theﬁ, the
structure of consensual expectations would be determined largely by
interchange and feedb.ack. The evidence demonstrated that this task
sho'uld be realizable for both large. and small ins'titgtions. Fdf, as
Eddy's findings in 1959 indicated, wl;ich Feidman and Newcomb re-

~

s!:ated in 1969: "The extent to which the student comes into direct

»

contact with the professor depends more upon the attitudes and efforts

._14Wa1ter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), .p. 40.
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of the institution than upon its size." >

Understandably, there would be some lag between the growth of
these role-sharing typologies in reseax;ch and their acceptance in
practice, In fact, in anticipating possible colleague criticism, in-
-vestigators of student evaluations often assumed a defensive research

posture, 16

In 1961, and aéain in 1967, Gustad remarked that faculty
criticism persisted even after end-of-term patings'appegred on more
college campuses, 17 In their recent study Cohen and Brawer reported
that ''a somewhat cynical opinion among some teachers that very little
value can be placed on student . . . ' judgment still prevailed. 18
Proponents of student rétings contended, tha;t faculty criticism

stemmed largely from the belief that students lacked maturity to

formulate sound evaluative judgments. Two major criticisms of

15Kermeth A, Feldman and Theodore M. Newcomb. The
Impact of College on Students (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc.,
1969), 1, 580.

16Char'les E. Gray, ""The Teaching Model .and Evaluation of
Teaching Performance, " The Journal of Higher Education, 40 (November,
1969), 636-642, : '

17
John W. Gustad, ""Evaluation of Teaching Performance:
Issues and Possibilities, "' Improving College Teaching, ed. Calvin B.'.
T. Lee (Washiagton, D, C.: American Council on Education, 19617),
276-2171. '

18Arthur M. Cohen and Florence B. Brawer, Measuring
Faculty Performance (Monograph Series; Washington, D, C.:
American Association of Junior Colleges, 1969), p. 11.

S
V)




: : 19
of student evaluations summarized by McKeachie were:

1. Students really can't evaluate a teacher until
they've left college and gotten some perspective
on what was really valuable to them.
2. Students rate teachers on their personality--
not on how much they've learned. -
Though crit_ical, Megaw offered an explahetion for faculty fesistance:
"Is it not unaccountable that so ‘m'eny people so openly committed to
enlightenment should for so many years put up with such ignorance
about a procedv..r"e / evaluatloc /so close to the heart of their common
endeavor?"20 He disclosed two "main faculty motives . . . fear and
| 1aziness," explaining "the'nightmari’sh fear of being decla.red in-
‘competent, or at least sﬁamefully inexpert. . . . " Regarding
laziness as less intense than fear, but "more endemic," he continued,
"'not a general, undifferentiated laziness, however--most teachers
| . put in a long working day--but a special laziness of the experimental
| spirit: reluctance, in short," to consider new patterns of oVerwork. "
In d‘efendingr "'the honorable faculty motive for resisting'' evaluation,

he added, "L—theirj loyalty to that which goes on in the classroom is

vastly more complex than any definition of it, and that its chief

l9W J. McKeachie, "Student Ratmcs of Faculty, " AAUP
Bulletin, 55 (December 1969), 439-444,

20Ne1ll Megaw, "The Djnam1cs of Evaluation,'" Improving
. College Teaching, ed. Calvin B. T. Lee (Washmgton, D. C American .

Council on Education, 1967) 282.
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values reside in this complexity. w2l e Megaw's explanation, as noted

;[
|
;L
l.

22 that currently understood end-of-term ratings erode

-b3‘( others,
classroom complexity, they deserved the criticisms received.

By contra'st, the consensual expectations approach would
require measurement of instructor evaluations as a function of initial
student expectation inputs. If the research being proposed by con-
sensgal expectations demonst rated that students were reliable classroom
pérticigants, then certain facﬂty objections to this evaluative process
br~riight be dispelled. Furthermore, consensual expeétations would

certainly add, not detract, from the classroom complexity cited by

- Megaw as a faculty objection to evaluations.

Consensual Expectations and Group Dynamics Theory

The theories of group dynamics ‘provided the conceptual frame-
work for this research on student expectations. Clearly, if any theory
were to make a contribution, it must relate expectations to the role

relationships in the college classroom. Despite its concern with an

21Ne111 Megaw, '""The Dynamics of Evaluation, " Improving

College Teaching, ec. Calvin B. T. Lee (Washington, D C.: Amerlcan'
Council on Educatmn, 1967), 283 ‘

. 22K enneth E. Eble, The Recognition and Evaluation of ‘
. Teaching, Report of the Project to Improve College Teaching, Salt
- Lake City, Utah, November, 1970 (Salt Lake City, Utah: PrOJCCt
to Improve College Teaching, 1970), pp. 18-19.
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industrial setting, Stogdill's work on group achievement provided the

appnqpriate framework. 23 l;ike Newcomb's consensual expectations
fra"'mework, Stogdill's work has been identified in the litefature of the
field as systems and open- énded theory. For Stogdill group per-
formance and aciﬁevement were detern;;ined' By initial member inputs,
that is, expectat.ions.24 Hence, his expectations. formulation served
as a working moi;:lel for the determinants éf student expectatioﬁs.
Influenced by earlier sociological theorists such-as Mead, 25

Stogzdill's definition of expectation c;uld be traced to the work of the
learning theorists, Tolman and Kelly. 26 Stogdill defined expectation
- as "a readiness for reinforcement" lwhich "is a func_tion of drive,

the estimated probability of occurrence of possible outcome, and the

2T By drive he meant "the

estimated desirability of the outcome.

level of tension reactivity exhibited by an organism, " which would

23Ralph M. Stogdill, Individual Behavior and Group
Achievement (New York: Oxford University Press, 1959).

. 24Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, "Introduction," Group
Dynamics: Research and Theory, eds. Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin
Zander (3d ed.; New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1968), 26.

25t0gdill, op. cit., p. 5.

261hid.", pp. 60-62.

" 2Tpia., p. 62.




or reconciled to the prospect of experiencing, a possible outcome.
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become activated into readiness for reinforcement defined as "the

extent to which an individual is prepared or unprepared to experience,
||28

Actual outcomes would be mediated by an individual's estimates of

occurrence which "refers to the individual's prediction, judgment, or

" Achievement (New York: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 62.

‘guess relative to the likelihood that a given eveat will occur, "as well

as by the estimated desirability which he defined as "an individual's

judgment relative to the satisfyingness of, need for, demand for appro-

‘priateness of, or unpleasantaess of, a possible outcome. 29 1n the

- classroom these two estimatis determined student expectations

associated with projected outcomes of teacher behaviors. Aware that
some question might be raised regarding the positive or negative

valence of the estimates, Stogdill added that the "estimate of prob-

. ability and estimates of desirability are not opposite ends of the same

- continuum . . . . n30 Instead, these estimates "interact to determine

the level of expectation. w31 And most relevant to the classroom, '‘this

interaction is formulated in terms of what is uncertain in the future as

28palph M. Stogdill, Individuel Behavior and Group .

291pid..

301pid. , p. 128. 3 X .
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well as in relation to what has been lcarxléd in the bast. n32

If this concept of expectations was ur.xderstood as an inter-
action of probable and desired estimatgs, the particular behavior
outcomes were dependent upon the c]_.assro'om role structure. Accord-
ingly, Stogdill first distinguished between tfle place qf-the formal
structure of groups, mfakiné it possible to determine the dﬁferent
expéctations ass‘c.)c'i/a{f’;d wﬁth in“dividual iristru,ctors.' Stogdill then
discriminated between expectations "attached to position rather than

the.occupant of a position." Since the classroom's formal structure

prescribed the professor's status and function which "are defined for

l.l 33

-a position rather than for any given occupant of the position,

Stogdili emphasized th.e.relevance of expectations related‘ to réle structure.
R(ﬁe structure, in short, was the more inclusive‘ concept. By distingttiSh-
ing between formal and role structure, Stogdill's app.roach contribut‘ed
addition‘a\tl\ly to evaluations research. For if the ideal professor studies
identified classes of behavior states associated with tt;e formal in-
structi;)nal expectations, then the study of their interplay in actual class-
room settings was one to wflich this study addre’sAs'ed itself.

Furthermore, in keeping with previously developed organization’

theory, Stogdill introduced the concept of responsibility and authority

32Ralph M. Stogdill, Individual Behavior and Group Achievernent -
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 128.

331bid., p. 123. S - -




mutually confirmed readiness for reinforcement . . . .

" employed here included the readiness for projected behavior -

to differentiate two levels of role structure expectafioils';. Responsi-

. bility, he defined as the set of performances that a given occupaat was

expected to exhibit "by virtue of the operational demands made upon his

position, " contrasted with authority representing the ciegree of freedom

| that the oécupant of a role-could be expected to exercise as an in-

dividual. 34 In effect, beth the probable and desirable estimate of

behaviors defined by the classroom's role structure would produce 'a

set of expectations' which "imply, not a péychic entity of any sort but a

135

Si:udent expectations as propoSed by Stogdill were used in this
paper as a role-related set of probable and desirable estimates of in-
s'tructo‘r." behaviors for which students exhibited a readiness for
reinforcement. This formulation permitted classroom rolle expectations--
‘and sul.)'sequént evaluations——_to be understood as both a fuaction of‘the
normative .aspects of a classroom coupled with individual instructor

characteristics. The intéraction of student-estimates of desirable and

probable instructional behavior outcomes, in other words, not ohly

determined evaluations, as the ideal professor studies suggested, but

also activated student expectations. Thus, -the concept of exp'ectations

._’..

-

34Ralph M. Stogdiil, Individual Behavior and Group Achievement-

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1959), - p. 129.

3Bpid., p. 128.
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outcomes. 3.'6

It was obvious that-the model adopted by the end-of-course
ratings studies limited the understanding of expectations in relation
to evaluations. By excluding estimates of probability and désirability,

these studies failed to recognize that studén_t expectations precede

. their evaluations. According to the definition of expectations employed

here, an affirmative or negative rating in an instructional behavior

category could have exceptiondl meaning if initial expectation inputs

~ were taken into account. In the ratings stud_ies, however, there see_med to

be no way to ascertain whether students expécted a teacher to be friendly,
even though he in fact turned out to be quite friendly, The students

then rated him affirmati;rely. The student or class could be, nonetheless,

expecting to achieve more organized knowledge about the subject than

the instructor gave for which students rated him negati\fély. In the

ratings studies the tendency would be to equate the two results, perhaps

- one equalizing or cancelling the other. Extrapolations of student ex-

pectaiions made from their evaluations could be, in sum, of limited value.
Building upon this perspective, .'§togdill's formulation as

open-ended group theory céntributed_'to an ixnde'r's‘.tanding"of the consensual .

expectations point of view. Hére Stogdillfl_s”_rc_aiationship with evaluations

36JoSeph Bergef, Thomas L. Conner, anci William L. McKéow'n,-
. "Evaluation and the Formation and Maintenance of Performance Ex-

pectations, " Humaga Relations, 22 (Deccember, 1969), 481-502.




should be noted. For if the systems-process models suggested that

evaluations are a fuaction of interchange and feedback based on initial

inputs, then Stogdill's notion of role structure offered an explanation
of the organization of expectation inputs. Analogously, if the systems
approach explained the structural and interactive dimensions of con-

"sensual expectations, then Stogdill defined the situation that determined

expectations,
A recent study by Phillips developed procedures rasembling
those suggested by consensual expectations approach. 37 As su“ch, it

represented the only one attacking the problem of student evaluation as

Q

~a function of desired instructional outcomes compared with actual ratings.

" Phillips noted that:>°

The outcomes of teaching would seem to be complexly
determined by at least four factors: the characteristics
of the teacher, the students, the subject matter, and
the class as a group. And, what is more important,

it appears to be the interaction of these factors which
partly produce. differeaces in outcomes in teaching.

- Adding that since "the import‘ance. of a particular criterion of teaching

effectiveness is likely to vary from student to student, and from class

-

to class, " Phillips maintained the end-of-term ratings studies, '"'may

»

. 3"Beeman N. Phillips, "The 'Individual' and the 'Classroom
Group' as Fra'nes of Reference in Determining Teacher Effectiveness,"
Journal of Educational Research, 58 (November, _1964),-.\128-131.

. 38mbid., p. 128. -
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often provide an overgeneralized estimate of a teacher's effectiveness."

':('o change the direction of this rese_arch, h'é asked students in eight
sections of an educational psychology coursgtowafd the end of the term'

to complete two instruments, one to determine "what happened in this
course, " and the other to deterrﬁine which experiences students "considere\d
to be most important in the .courses genere‘ally."'40 For purposes of
aﬁaiysis; Phillips:‘; clustered the iﬁstrumght items according to studies done
at the University of Michigan in which four classroom factors were de-
rived using factor analytic techniques with a reléfively large sample of
students.'41 These factors were: amount of structure provided; amount

-of information given about tesfs; amount of achieveme‘nt motivation
aroused; and,‘ aﬁount ;)f‘ personal warmth in class. By ciustering items

in this wayl, P